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Literature has not reached a definite conclusion on whether Asians self-enhance, and the 
methodology of many past studies on Asian self-enhancement has been criticized (see Heine, 
in press). The present study aims to re-test the theory of Asian self-enhancement with an 
indirect paradigm - temporal self-appraisal. In the current study, Hong Kong participants 
reported their feeling of temporal recency towards past positive and negative events that 
happened either to their own or to a close other. As predicted, Hong Kong Chinese showed a 
tendency of self-enhancement by feeling positive events as more recent than negative events 
only if these events are self-relevant and if these events are relationship-based. This study 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
Over recent years, the cross-cultural controversy on self-enhancement research has 
sparked much heated debate. The discussions of this issue have spread over major journals in 
social psychology (e.g., Brown & Kobayashi, 2002; Heine, 2005; Heine & Hamamura, 2006; 
Heine, Kitayama, & Hamamura，2007, in press; Kurman, 2001; Sedikides, Gaemter, & Vevea, 
2005, 2007; Smith, Spillane, & Annus，2006). In 2003, the Journal of Cross-Cultural 
Psychology even devoted an entire special issue to this debate (see Brown, 2003, for a review, 
and Heine, 2003, for its counter-position). Obviously the question of whether Asians 
self-enhance has drawn extraordinary attention from psychologists. 
Brief introduction on past literature on Asian Self-Enhancement 
Self-enhancement is the tendency to attend to the positive information about the self 
more than the negative (Heine, 2005; Sedikides & Stmbe, 1997). Its purpose is to convince 
ourselves that we are estimable and worthy (Sedikides & Gregg，2005). Although researchers 
agree that Caucasians show a clear tendency for maintaining such positive self-regard, the 
question of whether Asian self-enhancement has generated much debate. Some studies 
showed that self-enhancement for Asians is virtually non-existent. An influential study by 
Kitayama, Markus, Matsumoto, and Norasakkimkit (1997) found that Japanese indicated 
their own failures, rather than successes, as more influential to their self-esteem (while the 
opposite trend was found for Caucasians). Heine, Takata, and Lehman (2000) later found that 
Japanese students were more reluctant to believe they outperformed an average student in an 
ostensibly cognitive task (and an opposite result was found for Caucasians). Other studies 
(e.g., Heine & Lehman，1999; Heine, Kitayama, & Lehman，2001) also supported the 
hypothesis that East Asians are biased towards negative self-information. 
On the other hand, some researchers recently argued that East Asians also self-enhance. 
With the above-average paradigm, Brown and Kobayashi (2002) reported that Japanese 
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students rated themselves more favourably than they rated generalized others on personally 
valued traits. Similarly, Sedikides, Gaertner, and Toguchi (2005) found that Japanese rated 
themselves as possessing more interdependent characteristics than a typical Japanese, while 
Caucasian Americans reported themselves as possessing more independent characteristics 
than a typical American in Study 1. In Study 2, Sedikides and colleagues (2005) found the 
same pattern among American participants scoring high in interdependent self-construal and 
Americans scoring high in independent self-construal, thus concluding that self-construals are 
the moderators of the self-enhancement bias. Sedikides and colleagues (2005) then argued 
that self-enhancement is domain-specific. People will show self-enhancement bias on 
domains that are important to themselves and their culture, so that members of both 
individualistic and collectivistic cultures can attain positive self-regard (also see Heine & 
Rensaw, 2002, for conflicting results). 
However, the methodology of studies supporting Asian self-enhancement is under 
criticism. Heine et al. (in press) argued that self-enhancement found in the above-average 
paradigm is merely a methodological artifafct, because past research has already confirmed 
that everyone rated a specific, unknown group member as better than an average member in 
the same group (Klar & Giladi，1997). Therefore, above-average paradigm could be 
contaminated by other factors such as response bias rather than self-enhancement. In addition, 
Heine et al. (in press) reasoned that in Sedikides et al.'s (2003) Study 2, asking participants 
how much they exhibited interdependent characteristics is tautological with rating how 
interdependent they are in the self-construal scale. These methodological debates have 
thrown the issue of Asian self-enhancement into disarray. Obviously, there is a need to 
re-examine the question of Asian self-enhancement with a paradigm different from the 
above-average effect. 
Two Conflicting Views on Asian Self-Enhancement 
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As introduced previously, there are two conflicting views on Asian self-enhancement. 
One major view argues that Asians do not self-enhance, but instead, favour self-criticism 
(Heine, 2005; Heine and Hamamura, 2007). Another major view is that Asian 
self-enhancement is domain-specific. Asians may tactfully show self-enhancement only on 
domains highly valued by themselves (Brown & Kobayashi, 2002; Sedikides et a l , 2003) and 
by their culture (Kurman, 2001; Sedikides et al., 2003). Although the ideas of both theories 
appear contradictory, they surprisingly originate from a common ground. Both theories 
presumed that Asians in general view the cultivation of social belonging and the attainment of 
social acceptance as a primary concern (Markus & Kitayama，1991). They attain meaning in 
daily lives through interpersonal harmony and connectedness. Their focus is often described 
in stark contrast with North Americans, whose primary concern is personal achievement, 
individual freedom, and individual efficacy (Markus & Kitayama，1991). In general, Asians 
observe social norms and others' expectations closely, while North Americans assert their 
individual rights and freedom from social constraints. 
Opponents for Asian self-enhancement argue that East Asians strive to cultivate positive 
social acceptance from fellow members of their society (Heine et al., 1999). To attain this 
important purpose, Asians would thus focus on their present weaknesses, and constantly hope 
for improving upon them in order to fulfill the high expectations from their social 
environment (Heine et al., 1999, 2001; Kitayama et al., 1997). As a result, such a motivation 
may even lead to Asian self-effacement - a tendency to focus on one's own negative 
information instead of the positive. In contrast, self-enhancement appears to be the 
phenomenon exhibited by North Americans, who are constantly striving for personal 
competence (Heine et a l , 1999). 
On the other hand, proponents for Asian self-enhancement argued that self-enhancement 
is a universal strategy (Sedikidies et. al., 2003; Sedikides, Gaertner, & Vevea，2005), given 
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that the need for self-esteem is universal (Pyszcynski, Greenberg, Solomon, Amdt, & 
Schimel, 2004) and both Easterners and Westerners benefit from feeling efficacious about 
their own self (Anderson, 1999; Kurman, 2003; Kwan, Bond, & Singelis, 1997). Easterners 
and Westerners will self-enhance on domains that are personally important to them. Since 
Easterners generally value relationship harmony while Westerners favour personal 
competency, it is argued that Easterners will self-enhance on the communal domain, while 
Westerners will self-enhance on the personal agency domain. In this sense, self-enhancement 
is "tactical" (Sedikidies et. al.，2003)，and will be manifested only on culturally-valued 
domains. 
Self-Enhancement with Temporal Appraisal 
In the literature, self-enhancement has been operationalized in several ways, the major 
ones reviewed here i: (1) The selective influence effect denotes people's inclination to accept 
a success, rather than a failure, as a more valid indicator of their true ability (e.g., Kitayama et 
al., 1997). (2) The unrealistic optimism effect refers to people's belief that their future will be 
paved with favorable experiences, relative to unfavorable ones (e.g., Regan, Snyder, & 
Kassin, 1995). (3) In social comparison literature, the above-average effect refers to the 
widespread bias of rating oneself better than the average others on positive attributes (e.g., 
Kurman, 2001). Such a bias was once believed to be a sign of self-enhancement, since only 
half of the population can rank over 50th percentile on a given trait. However, past research 
seem to overlook an indirect, yet surprisingly common, form of self-enhancement - temporal 
appraisal (Wilson & Ross，2000). 
The theory of temporal self-appraisal (Ross & Wilson, 2000; Wilson & Ross，2001) is 
based on the premise that people's current self-view depends on how they evaluate their past. 
In social comparison research, interpersonal closeness with a target acts as an important 
moderator of self-enhancement (Tesser 1980, 1988)，and it is an equally crucial element in 
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temporal appraisal (Ross & Wilson, 2002). Closeness is measured in terms of subjective time, 
and recent selves or events are more relevant and thus more impactful on people's current life 
than those that seemed to have happened a long time ago. For example, in Ross and Wilson's 
(2002) Study 6，when participants evaluated how they were like two months ago, they 
disparaged their past selves more when they were manipulated to think that two months ago 
was remote rather than recent. 
Subjective time perception is not merely affected by the passage of calendar time, but it 
is also influenced by other factors, such as self-enhancement motivation (Ross & Wilson， 
2002). Although people can no longer undo what has already occurred, they can artfully 
manipulate the time perception of these events so as to maximize their benefits and to 
minimize their harm to the present selves. Ross and Wilson (2002) found that people do so by 
systematically moving favorable past events towards to the recent and unfavorable past 
events backward along their subjective timeline. In this way, people can affiliate with the 
pleasant experience more than disagreeable ones (Wilson & Ross, 2000). 
Self-enhancing strategy through temporal comparison is also "safer" than with social 
comparison - people cannot always find themselves better than others, but they can easily 
alter the time perception of past events in order to feel satisfied (Wilson & Ross, 2000). In 
fact, in a study that examined the frequency of temporal comparisons and social comparisons, 
Wilson and Ross (2000) found that participants preferred temporal comparisons over social 
comparison when they were motivated to feel good about themselves. This study illustrates 
the importance of studying temporal appraisal in people's lives. 
Aims and Overview of the Present Studies 
The present studies aim to improve upon previous research on Asian self-enhancement 
in several ways. First, I do not examine domain-specific，self-enhancement bias with the 
above-average effect paradigm. Instead, I use a rather indirect measure (Ross, Heine, Wilson, 
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& Sugimori’ 2005) - asking participants how recent a success or a failure feels to them. It is 
considered an indirect measure because participants were not explicitly asked whether they 
own any positive or negative qualities. Asking participants their view towards themselves or 
their own future may be subject to self-presentational bias (Kuman, 2003). Another advantage 
to using temporal appraisal is to avoid confusion in the operationalization of 
self-enhancement commonly found in literature. Self-enhancement has been measured with 
self-esteem measures, and other dispositional measures (read Heine & Hamamura, 2006, for 
a review). However, it is unclear how they fit in the definition as elaborating the positive 
information about oneself rather than the negative information, leading to recent arguments in 
what studies should be included in meta-analyses on this topic (Heine, Kitayama, & 
Hamamura, in press). Therefore, the current study will strictly follow the self-enhancement 
definition as differential attention to self-relevant information. Specifically, if Chinese indeed 
exhibit self-enhancement, they should feel successes as more recent than failures, and they 
should report higher motivation to recall past successes than failures. In addition, if 
self-enhancement is moderated by domain specificity (Sedikides et al.，2003), such a bias 
should be stronger for relationship events than personal achievement events. 
In the present study, Hong Kong Chinese participants reported the temporal recency of 
their own past successes or failure events that are either personal achievement-based or 
relationship-based. As a comparison, I also asked them to nominate events that happened to a 
close other instead of to themselves. The rationale is that if self-enhancement motivation 
exists for the Chinese participants, they will only show favourable temporal bias for 
self-related rather than other-related events. 
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Chapter 2: An Empirical Study 
Method 
One hundred and fifty-one participants (90 females, 60 male, and 1 unidentified) from a 
large public university in Hong Kong finish a questionnaire in their native language in 
exchange for a small remuneration (HK$10, approximately equivalent to US$1.28). They 
were all approached by a research assistant in university libraries. Data from 21 participants 
were discarded because 15 of them have written an incorrect type of event, and 6 did not 
remember the actual time of occurrence of the events. Finally, data from 129 participants (77 
female and 52 male) were entered into the current analyses. The mean age of the entire 
sample was 21.56 {SD = 3.27). The number of drop-outs did not significantly differ across 
conditions, x^ (3) = 4.33，p = .23. Degrees of freedom of the current study slightly differ from 
one dependent variable to another because a few participants did not fill out all dependent 
measures. 
The study is a 2 (Target: self vs. close other) x 2 (Type: personal vs. relationship) x 2 
(Order: positive first vs. negative first) design, resulting in 8 conditions. Participants were 
randomly assigned to recall an event that had happened either to themselves or a close other. 
When describing a close-other relevant event, participants were explicitly told it should not 
involve themselves. Then all participants recalled either personal achievement or 
interpersonal relationship events after they read the description of the corresponding type of 
events at the beginning. Personal achievement was described as "personal efficacy or 
competition against others", while interpersonal relationship was described as "formation of a 
harmonious and close relationship with another person." The research assistant also verbally 
explained the description of the event type to the participants at the beginning to ensure 
participants understood. Due to a large number of conditions and thus the sample size 
required for the study, valence was within-subject while other factors were between-subject. 
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Half recalled a positive event first and the other half recalled a negative event first. 
Immediately after the recall, participants indicated the positivity or negativity of the recalled 
events on a 7-point Likert scale, from 1 {not at all) to 7 {very positive for positive events; 
very negative for negative events). 
After the recalling tasks, all participants reported the temporal distance of both positive 
and negative events that they had previously recalled ("/zow close or distant do you feel from 
the event?"") by placing a mark on a 173-mm line, ending with feeling very close and feeling 
very distant. Then they answered an item on how much they want to talk about the events in 
the future on a scale from 1 {not at all) to 7 (very much). Participants who reported a positive 
event first answered the temporal distance and the intention to discuss item for positive 
events first, and those who reported a negative event first answered the same items for 
negative events first. Upon completion, all participants were debriefed and thanked. 
Results 
Preliminary analyses. I first checked whether participants' report of events' intensity 
(how positive or negative the events were) differed among conditions. A valence 
(within-subject) x target (between-subject) x type (between-subject) repeated-measure 
analysis was conducted on event's intensity. Results showed a significant effect of valence, F 
(1, 124) = 26.77，p < .001, r[ = .178，which was further qualified by a significant valence x 
target interaction, F (1，124) = 4.93,/? = .028, = .038. The three-way interaction did not 
reach significance, 124) = AO,p = .53, n ^ = .003. 
Further analysis on the valence x target interaction on events' intensity revealed that 
participants did not differ in terms of how positive the positive events were between the self 
condition and the close other condition, Ms = 6.06 (SD = 0.85) vs. 6.14 (SD = 0.93), t (66)= 
-0.41，p = .68, but they rated the negative events that happened to themselves as less negative 
than those that happened to a close other, Ms = 4.59 (SD = 1.65) vs. 5.59 (SD = 1.50), t (66)= 
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-2.6\,p = .011. Nevertheless, repeated measure analyses showed that participants reported 
positive events as more intense than negative events, regardless of whether it happened to 
themselves,尸（1, 62) = 23.46, .001,ti^ = .274，or a close other, F (1，64) = 5.63，；？ = .021， 
T] ^ = .081. Since participants reported events with different intensity among the eight 
conditions, I then regressed the dependent measures onto the intensity rating and used the 
residual scores in all of the subsequent regression analyses. This procedure controlled for the 
intensity rating, and the results remained similar. Therefore, none of the subsequent analyses 
controlled for the events' intensity. 
I also examined the effect of the eight conditions on the actual calendar time of the 
events, as measured by the number of months since occurrence. The within-subject valence x 
between-subject target x type repeated measure analysis only revealed a significant main 
effect of valence, 126) = 9.60，/? = .002, r|^ = .071,in which positive events in general 
were more recent than negative events, Ms = 13.64 {SD = 15.30) vs. 21.22 {SD = 28.51). In 
addition, actual calendar time of the events significantly correlated with subjective temporal 
distance of positive events, r (130) = .37，p < .001, and negative events, r (130) = 21, p 
=.002. Given the correlation between actual and subjective temporal distance, I controlled 
for the actual calendar time by regressing subjective temporal distance onto actual calendar 
time and use the standardized residual of the temporal distance in all the subsequent analyses. 
Temporal Distance. I examined whether the Hong Kong Chinese self-enhanced by 
analyzing their ratings of temporal distance. I conducted a 2 within-subject (Valence: positive 
vs. negative) x 2 between-subject (Target: self vs. close other) x 2 between-subject (Type: 
personal vs. relationship) repeated measure analysis. This analysis revealed a significant main 
effect of valence, F ( l , 126) = 4.59,/? = .034，x^  = .035，in which participants felt positive 
events to be more recent than negative events, Ms = -0.59 {SD = 3.82) vs. 0.42 (SD = 4.57). 
Most importantly, such a main effect was further qualified by the predicted three-way 
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interaction of valence x target x type, F ( l , 126) = 4.99，p = .027, x^ = .038. For self-related 
events only, the two-way type x valence interaction was significant, F ( l , 62) = 4.14,/? = .046, 
r| = .063. In contrast, such a two-way interaction was non-significant for close other's events, 
F ( l , 6 4 ) = 1.33,p = .25,ii^ = .020. 
Finally, I examined whether the effect of valence was significant with each type of 
self-related events. Results showed that participants showed a significant self-enhancing bias 
only for relationship events, F ( l , 2 9 ) = 12.11,p = .002, r^ = .296, but not for personal 
achievement events, F ( l , 31) = 0.16,/? = .69, = .005 (See table 1 for means). On the other 
hand, participants did not seem to self-enhance for close others on their relationship events, F 
(1,31) = 0.26,p = .61, Ti^  = .008, or personal events,尸（1，33) = I2\,p = .28，ii^  = .035. 
To examine the direction of the interaction, I compared participants' rating of their own 
events with the close other's events by conducting a 2 within-subject (Valence: positive vs. 
negative) x 2 between-subject (Target: self vs. close other) repeated measure analyses. The 
interaction was not significant for personal events, 66) = 0.28, p = .60, r| = .004，but 
significant for relationship events,尸（1’ 60) = 7.67，/? = . 0 0 7，= .113. Additional t-test 
analyses showed that participants tended to feel their own positive events to be more recent 
than close others' positive events if these events belong to the relationship domain, t (60)= 
-1.90, p = .062, rather than the personal domain, t (66) = 1.44, p = .15. They also tended to 
feel their own negative events as further away than a close others' events when these events 
were relationship-based, t (60) = 1.95,/? = .056，but not personal achievement-based, t (66)= 
0.61, p = .54. Therefore, participants self-enhanced by feeling their own positive relationship 
events as more recent than others' positive relationship events. 
Intention to recall. A 2 within-subject (Valence: positive vs. negative) x 2 
between-subject (Target: self vs. close other) x 2 between-subject (Type: personal vs. 
relationship) repeated measure design revealed a significant main effect of valence, F ( l ’ 126) 
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=114.64，p < .001, Tj^  = .476，which was qualified by a significant two-way valence x type 
interaction,尸（1’ 126) = 4.01,/? = .047，rf = .031, and a significant three-way valence x type 
X target interaction, F (1，126) = 5.14, p = .025, r[ = .025. Further analysis showed that the 
valence x type interaction was significant for self-related events, F (1，62) = 9.02，p = .004， 
=.129，but not for close others' events，尸（1，64) = 0.03，/? = .85, < .001. Additional 
repeated measure analyses of valence within each condition showed that participants were 
more willing to recall positive events than negative events, regardless of targets and the event 
type,/7S< .001. 
However, when I compared participants' rating of their own events with the close other's 
events, a 2 (Target: self vs. close other) x 2 (Type: personal vs. relationship) ANOVA test 
revealed a main effect of target for positive event, F (1，126) = 5.58, p = .020, = .042， 
which was further qualified by a significant target x type interaction, F (1’ 126) = 5.48, jo 
=.021，r|2 = .042. Mirroring the findings for temporal distance, participants indicated higher 
intention to recall positive relationship events that happened to themselves than to a close 
other, t (60) = 3.48, p < .001，but no difference was found for positive personal events, t (66) 
=0.01,/? = .99. A target x type interaction test for negative events was not significant, F ( l , 
126) = 0.50, p = .48，r|2 = .004. Participants again self-enhanced for their own positive 
relationship events, but not others' positive relationship events. 
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Table 1 
Means (Standard Deviations) of Standardized Residuals for Subjective Distance and Intention 
to Recall Ratings by Target, Type, and Valence 
Self Events Close Other's Events 
Positive Negative Positive Negative 
Temporal distance 
Personal 0.23 (4.26) 0.62 (4.66) -1.27 (4.27) -0.11 (5.12) 
Achievement 
Relationship -1.46 (2.84) 1.66 (4.59) 0.07 (3.45) -0.40(3.71) 
Intention to recall 
Personal 0.75 (1.40) -0.41 (1.41) 0.75 (1.33) -0.81 (1.72) 
Achievement 
Relationship 1.28 (1.07) -1.21 (1.20) 0.22(1.32) -1.26(1.27) 
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Figure 1. Temporal Distance among Eight Conditions (Target x Type x Valence). 
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Figure 2. Intention to Recall Among Eight Conditions (Target x Type x Valence). 
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Chapter 3: Discussion 
The aims of the current study were to investigate whether Chinese self-enhance, and if 
so, whether such self-enhancement is domain-specific. I used Chinese populations because 
the self-enhancement literature does not often use Chinese populations, yet Chinese constitute 
one-third of the world's population. Together, the study I reported here has confirmed my 
hypotheses. 
Summary and Importance of the Current Findings 
When considering conditions in which participants recalled personal events, the results 
replicated the findings of Ross et al.'s Study 2 (2005). In both cases, Asians did not show any 
indication of self-enhancement. However, when I included the additional condition of 
relationship events, a strikingly different pattern emerged - Chinese felt closer to events 
reflecting their relationship successes and reported a higher willingness to discuss them than 
relationship failures, even after controlling for the calendar time of the events. Clearly, the 
present study has expanded the scope of the previous research by comparing both personal 
and relationship events to obtain the new findings. 
In addition, the present study is particularly important in the following ways. First, 
self-enhancement among Chinese can be found in two different indicators for 
self-enhancement - temporal distance and the behavioral intention to recall past events. The 
current study yields advances over previous ones (e.g., Kurman, 2001; Sedikides, Gaertner, & 
Toguchi, 2003) by showing that Chinese self-enhancement involves a behavioral intention 
component. The inclusion of the control groups (rating events that happened to a close other) 
allows us to compare participants' self-ratings with the their ratings on another person, 
ensuring that the result is not merely due to a response artifact of rating any given person 
favourably (see Heine & Hamamura，2007; Hamamura & Heine，2007). 
Second, the methodology of the current studies sufficiently rules out participants' 
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possible concerns of self-presentation, a possible hindrance factor to eliciting evidence of 
self-enhancement (Kurman, 2003). When self-presentational drive becomes apparent, 
Chinese students were found to favor a self-serving bias less (Wan & Bond, 1982). Consistent 
with Ross and colleagues' argument of temporal distance as an indirect measure of 
self-enhancement (2005), in a pilot study with 20 Hong Kong participants who reported both 
a positive and negative event in either the personal achievement or the relationship domain 
before the temporal distance measure, none reported a possible linkage between the valence 
of the event and the respective temporal distance measure when they were asked to guess the 
hypotheses of the study. In contrast, testing self-enhancement with social comparison (e.g., 
the above-average effect) may be subject to modesty concern among Asians (Kurman, 2003). 
Why didn 't Participants Self-Enhance for their Close Others? 
Current literature provides some evidence that Asian participants may think of their 
close others in a positive light (e.g., Brown and Kobayashi, 2002). However, the current 
study with temporal appraisal failed to show that participants self-enhance for their close 
other. Why do the results differ from the previous findings? 
Perhaps the answer can be found in Tesser's Self-Evaluative Maintenance Model (1988). 
When people encounter a more successful individual (e.g., Pleban & Tesser，1981; Tesser & 
Cornell, 1991)，they will make upward social comparisons with the superior other, and such 
comparison is most intense when the comparison target is psychologically close (Tesser, 
1988). In one study, Tesser and Smith (1980) found that participants deliberately gave less 
helpful clues to a close friend than to a stranger after participants did not succeed in a task. 
Therefore, it is no surprise that participants did not enhance for the successes happening to a 
close other in the current study. 
Do Different Operational izations of Self-Enhancement Yield Different Findings? 
In two classic studies by Kitayama et al., (1997), Japanese explicitly rated failures to be 
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more influential to their self-esteem than did Americans. Recently, Hamamura，Heine, & 
Takemoto (2007) showed that Japanese participants rated themselves less favorably than a 
random, fictitious person, while the reverse trend occurred for Canadian Caucasian 
participants. According to the authors, the study clearly showed evidence against Asian 
self-enhancement. However, some other studies, including the present one, showed that 
Asians focus on positive information about oneself relative to the negative ones (Kobayashi 
& Greenwald’ 2003, Kitayama & Karasawa，1997). How can such findings be explained ？ 
To provide a preliminary answer to this question, I will re-visit the distinction of 
self-enhancement between explicit, direct type and implicit, indirect types. Although such a 
distinction is not novel in the literature (Kobayashi & Greenwald, 2003; Kitayama & Uchida, 
2003)，some researchers in the field have viewed them as either two totally unrelated 
constructs (Heine & Hamamura，2007) or the same measurement of self-enhancement (e.g., 
Sedikides, Gaertner, & Vevea，2005). A third perspective, which I will adopt here, is that 
self-enhancement is itself dynamic and situationally based. When allocentrics or Asians 
encounter obvious means of eliciting positive self-regard, such as comparing oneself with a 
specific unknown other on how good they are (e.g., Hamamura, Heine, & Takemoto，2007)， 
comparing self's rating with ratings from others (e.g.，Yik，Bond, & Paulhus，1998)，assessing 
the impact of successes and failures on their own self-esteem (e.g., Kitayama et al., 1997), 
and eliciting optimism for future events (e.g., Heine & Lehman，1995)，they may become 
reluctant to self-enhance due to their self-improvement drive (e.g., Kitayama et al., 1997) and 
presentational and modesty concerns (e.g., Kurman, 2003; Wan & Bond，1982). However, in 
situations where such concerns are not apparent, such as in the Implicit Association Test (e.g., 
Kobayashi & Greenwald, 2003), name and birthday preference task (e.g., Kitayama & 
Karasawa, 1997)，and temporal appraisal task in the present study, even Asians show 
evidence of self-enhancement. In addition, the findings of the current study also indicate that 
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such indirect self-enhancement may be more prevalent on culturally-valued domains, such as 
relationship successes. Such a rationale echoes the perspective that cognition and behaviors 
of allocentrics (or, people with high interdependent self-construal) in general are responsive 
to environmental and social circumstances (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Such a distinction 
between direct and indirect self-enhancement clearly deserves further investigation. 
Future Directions and Conclusion 
The findings of the current study are limited to participants from Hong Kong China. 
Although I have included a behavioral intention measure to assess the effect of 
self-enhancement, it is not the actual measure of behavior itself. Measures of behavioral 
intention may be subject to the problem that one's internal attitudes may not predict one's 
actual behaviors, and such a problem is quite common in psychological research. I believe 
that measuring real behavior is one of the valuable approaches for revealing the significance 
of self-enhancement in people's daily lives, and more research could observe how 
self-enhancement affects individuals' work and relationship behaviors in laboratory and 
real-life settings. 
To summarize, the results reported in the present paper supported the argument for 
domain-specific self-enhancement. Chinese participants self-enhanced only on the relational 
domain, but not on the personal achievement domain. It should be noted that the data did not 
suggest any pattern of self-criticism among the Chinese either. Chinese seem to evenhandedly 
treat personal successes and personal failures. My results, together with the findings of past 
research, may point to the possibility that Asians self-enhance when self-enhancement is 
measured implicitly, not explicitly. 
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